
Comments Responses

SBBS1. See comment CDGG5 and CDFG27.

SBBS2. In regard to the level of detail for Kelso Depot, a conscious
decision was made to complete the necessary preliminary
planning in this General Management Plan to allow the
rehabilitation of the depot for use as a visitor center to be fast-
tracked.

SBBS3. The draft plan currently addresses the importance of the
settlement and human use of the preserve in the purpose,
significance, and management objectives. However, in regard
to allowable uses, such as grazing, mining, and hunting, these
are not park purposes, but uses that may be permitted in
compliance with applicable laws. Clearly, some aspects of the
past grazing and mining are significant elements of the history
of the area and need to be interpreted as such. It should be
made clear that Congress set aside the area as a national
preserve to protect the outstanding natural, cultural and
recreational values as a unit of the national park system. Uses
of the land and resources, such as grazing, mining and
hunting, are to be allowed, to the extent they don’t
compromise the basic purposes of the unit.

Determinations of the validity of RS-2477 right-of-way
assertions are not planning decisions and cannot be addressed
in the NEPA process. A right-of-way asserted under RS-2477
is not automatically assumed to be valid. Regardless of
whether a party can successfully assert a valid claim to a right-
of-way across national park land, the NPS retains the authority
to regulate use of an RS-2477 right-of-way. See U.S. v.
Vogler, 859 F.2d 638, 642 (9th Cir. 1988).
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SBBS4. The current section on water developments in the proposed
action clearly provides for retention and maintenance of
developments where necessary to replace natural waters lost
due to human activities. Motorized access to sites in
wilderness would be considered extraordinary and would not
be routinely allowed unless unusual circumstances warranted
it, and it was determined to be the minimum tool necessary for
the administration of the wilderness. These instances would be
considered on a case-by-case basis consistent with the
Wilderness Act, and nothing in the California Desert
Protection Act provides any additional authority. In fact, each
water development in wilderness would have to be examined
in light of the restrictions in the Wilderness Act on structures
and installations. The text has been modified.

SBBS5. Comments noted.

SBBS6. The determination on whether to retain the exclosures over the
long term would be made in consultation with appropriate
scientists.

SBBS7. Stated policy would allow for repair of existing roads. A major
action, such as road realignment would require additional
planning and preparation of the necessary environmental
compliance documents before road construction. The character
of the existing road system shall remain relatively intact to
preserve the existing visitor experience. Changes may be
considered in the future through the NEPA process if action
may be needed to protect park resources or the public’s safety.

SBBS8. The specifics for interpretation planning are presented in an
interpretive plan. Such a plan is presently being prepared.
Attention will be given to both the natural and human history
of the Mojave in the interpretive plan.

SBBS9. Comment noted.
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SBBS10. Page 67 of the 1998 draft plan does not contain a list
of informal campsites. Page 70 contains a list of informal high
use campsites that were identified by the Bureau of Land
Management, which continue to receive higher use. The need
for an inventory of informal campsites has been identified and
would be pursued in the future when funding or staff time is
available. Informal campsites remain open for use unless
designated closed.

SBBS11. The section on permitting and organized events has
been expanded and clarified to provide a better understanding
on this topic.

SBBS12. The text has been changed to note that an agreement
would be pursued with the county to allow for continued
maintenance of roads within the preserve. The overall
management direction should be established in the general
management plan (GMP) to provide general direction for an
agreement. The National Park Service would then reinitiate
communications with the County to complete the draft
agreement after the GMP is finalized.

SBBS13. There is no Lanfair Valley exclusion in the
legislation. Private lands throughout the Preserve are managed
in accordance with CDPA sections 519 and 708, as applicable.
Lands identified in our legal description are not considered to
be a part of the Preserve until acquired. However, acquisition
is an option, and once acquired they automatically become
part of the Preserve.

SBBS14. The plan has been revised to incorporate your
suggestion. The NPS grazing management plan would be one
plan for the entire preserve, instead of a plan for each
allotment. Emphasis would be on preservation and on
reducing impacts to park resources, particularly to the desert
tortoise. Resource protection would be given priority over
grazing activities. Grazing may be excluded from some areas
if needed to protect sensitive resources.
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SBBS16. NPS criteria for examining potential boundary
modifications in a general management plan are done with the
purpose of adding lands with significant resources or
opportunities, or that are critical to fulfilling the park mission.
No such suggestions for boundary adjustments were received
during scoping. To create a boundary change proposal to
exclude land from the park or from wilderness would be
highly controversial and would not fit the NPS criteria for
boundary adjustments. The now closed landfill is a couple of
miles within the preserve boundary. Changing the boundary
would not change the existence of the reclaimed landfill, only
create either a hole in the park, or remove several thousand
acres.

SBBS17. See response to comment CDFG36.

SBBS18. Others have been critical of the siting of the
information center trailers at Hole-in-the-Wall in front of a
beautiful landscape. Current NPS management policy for
facilities directs that they be secondary to the park resources
and not distract or conflict with the visitors’ experience of
these resources. Options adhering to NPS management policy
and design philosophy are being considered in a separate site-
specific planning effort. These options include 1) no action, 2)
reducing the footprint of the current structure in place and
restoration much of the disturbed landscape, or 3) replacing
the current modular structures at the end of their useful life in
a new location with a structure that fits with the landscape.
These options have been presented to the Advisory
Commission, and will receive separate public scrutiny in an
environmental assessment.

SBBS19. Comments noted. Mr. Casebier was one of the
original appointed members of the Mojave National Preserve
Advisory Commission and was involved.
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